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Abstract 
This dissertation was written as part of the MSc in Classic Archaeology & 
Ancient History of Macedonia at the International Hellenic University. The aim of the 
proposed thesis is to examine the history of ancient Macedonia and the early 
Temenid Kings. The main focus of this paper will be on the Macedonian King 
Alexander I in the Histories of Herodotus. As it is common knowledge Herodotus is 
one of the most important historians and there is no doubt why Cicero called him  
the father of History. Herodotus’ work “Histories”  which is a record of his "inquiry"  
describes many issues concerning the Greco- Persian wars, including a wealth of 
geographical and ethnographical  information. It is crucial to underline the fact that 
he was the first historian who tried to treat historical subjects  as a method of 
investigation. Moreover, the Histories of Herodotus are thought to be the most 
significant and contemporary source that informs us about Alexander I and about 
the early history of Macedonia. 
In the following chapters I will try to shed light on various aspects concerning 
the relations of the early Macedonian Kingdom with the Persians and with the 
northern Greeks as well, the personality and the role of Alexander as King of 
Macedonia, Alexander I’s activities during the Persian wars, the status quo of 
Macedonia during the Persian occupation and the role of Macedonia during the 
period after the Persian withdrawal.   
In order to present these aspects, all available sources will be taken into 
consideration. The sources that will be studied are ancient literary sources, such as 
Herodotus who is the main and basic source concerning the history of early 
Macedonia and modern bibliography is examined too. Furthermore archaeological 
and coinage evidence will be also taken into consideration as a really helpful tool.  
 
                                                                                                             Eleftheria Tsolaki      
 22/02/2018 
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Preface 
 
The early history of Macedonia is a very interesting period, and the study of 
Ancient Macedonia contains many interesting and important topics for research.  
Despite the fact that many scholars have  tried to shed light on the early history of 
the so called Temenid Kings of Macedonia many aspects of the early Macedonian 
history still remain ambiguous and controversial.  In the beginning of my dissertation  
I would like to make a brief introduction about Alexander I as a King and his 
importance as a personality of his time. What is more, Alexander I is known in 
history books as Alexander Philhellene. It is most probable that he was given the 
nickname many years after he died. It is possible that the choice of the nickname 
was influenced by the image of Alexander I as the benefactor of Greece . 
As far as Alexander I is concerned I would like to refer that he was the King of 
Macedonia since 495 B.C until 454 B.C and he was the son of Amyntas I .  At his 
young age Alexander expressed his anger during a sumposium ,that his father 
Amyntas prepared, in order to honour the Persian ambassadors of the King of Persia 
Megabasus and Herodotus claimed that Alexander he himself and his fellows were 
dressed up as women and assassinated them. However, this story is considered to be 
fictitious by many scholars. 
In the following part of my dissertation I would like to analyze the way in 
which Alexander I is portrayed in the Histories of Herodotus and for what reason 
Herodotus seems to be friendly to the Macedonias. It is clear that  Herodotus in his 
work  presents Alexander I exclusively in the context of their relations with the 
Persians and his efforts to construct his image in the eyes of the Southern Greeks.  In 
the following part of my dissertation I am going to present that Alexander was 
claimed as “proxenos” and benefactor “euergetes”  by the Athenians . Furthermore,  
Alexander was submissive to the Persians as well as an ally of them . Due to this fact 
he was claimed as “ proxenos “ by the Athenians he was a good candidate. Thus, 
Alexander  was a faithful ally of the Persians as to Mardonius since the latter decided 
to send him on a mission to the Athenians and he was considered to be a good 
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candidate. I will continue my dissertation by referring to the situation in Macedonia 
after the retreat  of the Persian army from Macedonia and I will also refer to the 
expansion of the Macedonian Kingdom up to Bisaltia. 
The aim of my dissertation is to examine carefully each source of the 
Histories of Herodotus concerning  Alexander I and I will analyze all the topics I 
mentioned above. Also, my main target is through my research to draw conclusions 
that will be accurate and that will prove the importance of my historical research. 
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1. The image of Alexander in Herodotus 
1.1 The image of Alexander in Herodotus 
 
Herodotus was born in Halicarnassus circa 484 B.C.1 According to the Lexicon 
of Suda,2 he was the son of Lyxes and Dryo or Rhaeo and his brother was Theodorus. 
Also, it is stated that he was related to Panyassis, who was an epic poet of the time. 
Moreover, he was called “The Father of History” by the Roman writer and orator 
                                                          
1Lexicon of Suda ,482. 
2Lexicon of Suda, 482. 
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Cicero.3 Despite the fact that Herodotus is well known for his work (“The Histories”) 
little do we know about his personal life that is why we should examine in brief  the 
sources given about his life.   
As far as ‘Herodotus’ sources are concerned, firstly we take information by 
himself because he travelled extensively thus and he tends to use the term “autopsy 
of a location” in many cases. Herodotus claims that he travelled to numerous places 
such as the coastal area of Asia Minor up to the Black sea as well as Babylonia, 
Mesopotamia and Egypt,4 and he used many witnesses from whom he extracted his 
information with great attention, that is why some scholars consider him a great 
journalist. In addition, Herodotus might have visited Macedonia. Also, Herodotus 
was the first who made  extensive use of geographical, archaeological and historical 
information in his writing. The main topic was the Persian Wars and his work is 
thought to be accurate and is preferred for its enchanting and simplistic character. 
It is of utmost importance to stress the fact that it has been a matter of 
contention amongst scholars to what extent Herodotus supported and expressed the 
dynastic tradition at the court of Alexander I.5 First of all, we have to set it clear that 
Herodotus did not refer to a great extent to Macedonian history in his work, albeit 
he was interested more in the Athenian and the Persian.6 Moreover, according to 
Badian,7 it seems that Herodotus in his work refers to Alexander I as he was the only 
Macedonian that was related to the events of the war that he described in his books. 
To begin with, Alexander I is presented initially as a Macedonian who participated in 
the Olympic Games and this is an important proof of the Greekness of the King of 
Macedonia8. According to Herodotus the other athletes of the race denied the right 
of Alexander to participate in the Games because he was barbarian. So Alexander 
                                                          
3 Mark  2009. 
4 Fehling 1994, 1-15· Rood 2006, 291. 
5Sprawski 2010, 129. 
6Badian1994, 107. 
7Badian1994,107. 
8Xydopoulos 1998,50. 
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proved his Greekness claiming that his descent comes from Argos9 and he was 
accepted by the judges of the Olympic Committee.  Alexander’s participation in the 
Games is ambiguous but the majority of the scholars accept it as a real incident10 as 
the fragments of an ode of Pindarus for Alexander’s victory in the Games indicate.11  
It is crucial to underline that the most probable date of his participation in the 
Olympics is about 496 B.C.12 when Alexander was young enough to cope with the 
needs of the race. Another possible date is about 476 when Greeks celebrated their 
freedom after the Persian wars. It was the perfect occasion for Alexander to present 
himself as a member of the victorious side and to increase his influence among the 
Greek world.13 
Obviously, Herodotus tries to present both Alexander I and his father 
Amyntas I in matters of their relationship with the Persians. The historian refers to 
Alexander’s endeavor to create a better impression on the Southern Greeks.14 In 
addition, as for the general image of Alexander in the Histories of Alexander, it is 
obvious that in his book,15Alexander I managed to prove that he originated from 
Argos. Moreover, as far as the events between 480-479 B.C are concerned 
Herodotus, underlines the help that Alexander provided to the Southern Greeks 
during the Persians wars as well as the expression of his Greek consciousness.16 It is 
also said recently that Herodotus adopted the intepretatio Macedonica, which most 
possibly would have heard from Alexander I, in his attempt to bridge the gap with 
the Greek world.17 Therefore, we must note that if Herodotus had tried to enhance 
the image of Alexander I, this would have been rejected by the majority of the 
                                                          
9Herodotus V.22. 
10 Cole 1978, 39· Sprawski 2010, 142. 
11Sprawski 2010, 140. 
12Hammond- Griffith1979,60·Borza1990, 111. 
13 Sprawski 2010, 142· Kertész 2005, 115-126. 
14Sprawski 2010, 131. 
15Herodotus V.22. 
16Xydopoulos1998, 52. 
17Xydopoulos 1998, 52. 
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people and we may say that it would have been considered unbelievable.18 In 
particular, it has been expressed that Herodotus was the mouthpiece for Alexander’s 
propaganda which is considered to be totally inaccurate according to Scaife’s 
opinion19. Furthermore, it is obvious that Herodotus was convinced that Alexander 
was of Greek origin. Thus, Herodotus could more easily support and present the king 
not only as Macedonian but, also as a Greek as well. By all means he is presented as 
a king who betrayed the Persians and consequently a thwart to real Greek 
heroism20.It is clear that Alexander’s propaganda was based on Alexander’s Greek 
roots and as a consequence of this his crucial role as a “secret friend” and protector 
of the Greeks during Xerxes’ campaign.21 
1.2 The Persians in Macedonia, Amyntas I and the young Alexander 
 
Initially, it is of great importance to underline that Herodotus, refers that 
Amyntas I was the ruler of the Macedonian kingdom at the period of time around 
512 B.C , while  the Persians managed to conquer the Paeonians22.As a result, the 
strength of the Paeonians who were mixed with the Thracians was reduced to a 
great extent and the population of the Paeonians moved to Asia. Then Megabazus 
agreed to make peace with the Thracians and reported that he would send as soon 
as possible an embassy to Amyntas, who was the king of Macedonians at that period 
of time23.However, Herodotus is mostly attracted by Alexander I who has ruled from 
495 (or 498) to 454 B.C.24 , also we are informed that Alexander I had under his 
                                                          
18Xydopoulos 1998, 52-53.  
19Scaife 1989, 129. 
20Scaife 1989, 134. 
21Vasilev 2015, 41. 
22Sprawski 2010, 131. 
23Borza 1990, 100. 
24Sprawski 2010, 131. 
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control an area where silver was minted on Mount Dysoron , and its location was 
next to lake Prasias in the Strymon valley25. 
It was possibly around 513 BC when Darius and his Persian forces penetrated 
into Europe crossing Hellespont.26 Their mission was to defeat Scythians and to 
conquer Thrace. Having completed successfully his will the Persian King returned to 
Asia while Megabazus remain in Europe as leader of the Persian troops.27 About 511 
or 512 BC the Persian army occupied the territories into the Strymon basin defeating 
Paeonians who had created in that area an important and influential state. The 
population of Paeonians has been sent to settle in Asia while the area between Axios 
and Strymonas rivers was inhabited by Thracian tribes.28 At the same time 
Macedonians took advantage of the Paeonian defeat occupying the areas of 
Amphaxitis and of Anthemus valley.29 
About 510 BC Megabazus sent an embassy to Macedonian king Amyntas, 
consisting of seven Persian nobles, asking for “earth and water” for king Darius.30 
Despite the fact that Herodotus does not mention exactly where the meeting of the 
Persian embassy with Amyntas took place it is sensible to assume that the 
Macedonian capital Aegae was the most appropriate place for the negotiations.31 
According to Herodotus Amyntas succumbed to the Persians’ will and invited their 
envoys to have a feast so as to welcome them. During the feast the Persian envoys 
were drunk and asked for female company. Despite the fact that Macedonians didn’t 
have a similar custom, Amyntas in order to please them asked women to enter the 
room where the celebration was taking place. However, Alexander, Amyntas’ sonfelt 
                                                          
25Herodotus V.17. 
26Borza1990, 101·Sprawski 2010, 134· Olbrycht 2010, 343. 
27 Sprawski 2010, 134. 
28 Errington 1986, 139· Borza1990, 87-88, 101· Sprawski 2010, 134-135. 
29Hammond- Griffith1979, 58· Borza1990, 88, 100. 
30 Herodotus V.17. Hammond- Griffith1979, 58-59· Scaife 1989, 132- 133· Borza1990, 88, 100-101· 
Sprawski 2010, 135-136· Olbrycht 2010, 343· 
   Vasilev 2015, 109-110. 
31Borza1990, 88, 101. 
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really insulted and he took over the whole thing; he decided to disguise his male 
friends as women, so that the Persians would be punished for their arrogance 
towards the king of Macedonia. The young Alexander preserved the young men, all 
dressed up as females, saying that these Macedonian women are a special gift for 
the Persian nobles from the Greek man who rules Macedonians (ὡςἀνὴρἝλλην, 
Μακεδόνωνὕπαρχος32). After that the disguised young men slaughtered the Persian 
envoys and their servants. Their bodies were thrown, their equipment completely 
destroyed and everything related to Persian envoys and their traces had vanished.33  
According to Herodotus very soon after the failure of the embassy a Persian mission 
came to search for the vanished envoys Alexander managed to save his life and his 
country. It is referred that he gave a sum to the Persians and moreover that he gave 
his sister Gygaea as wife of the leader of the Persian mission Bubares.34 The marriage 
between Gygaea and Bubares is also referred by Justin in a more “romantic” view. It 
is said that Bubares fell in love with Gygaea.35 
The above mentioned story about the murder of the seven Persian envoys 
has been characterized as unhistorical and as a tale and has been rejected by the 
vast majority of  scholars.36 A crucial point that has raised doubts about the accuracy 
of Herodotus story, is the fact that he doesn’t refer to the place where the meeting 
took place, where the Persian envoys demanded “earth and water” for their King 
Darius. It is thought that the exact place of the meeting was most probably Aegae, 
the capital of the Macedonian Kingdom at that period of time.37 Moreover 
Herodotus does not refer to the names of the Persian nobles as he  normally does  
on other occasions.38 Also, it has been argued that under no circumstances could 
                                                          
32Herodotus V.20. 
33 Herodotus V.19-21. 
34 Herodotus V.21. 
35 Justin 7.3.9-4.1. 
36Hammond- Griffith1979, 59· Errington 1986, 142· Scaife 1989, 133·Borza1990, 102· Badian 1994, 
108· Sprawski 2010, 136. Vasilev 2015, 109. 
37Borza,1990, 101. 
38 Badian 1994, 108. 
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Alexander not have respected his father’s opinion as there is no possibility that a 
prince would have acted in such a way without taking his father’s 
permission.39Amyntas is completely absent in the text of Herodotus. We know that 
he offered Anthemous at about 510 BC to Hippias who has been exiled from Athens. 
As a result the absence of Amyntas and the underestimation of his role during so 
crucial moments for Macedonia is at least suspicious.40  Furthermore the reaction of 
the Persian king would be much stronger if the Macedonians had killed seven of his 
most important officers. 
Consequently, most probably this story was a tale that was invented in order 
to enhance the character of Alexander,41 thus Herodotus and his history  was the 
best way that could manage and display the character of Alexander. For this reason 
the story is considered to be part of Alexander’s “propaganda”42 and has been 
doubted for many years by many scholars as it doesn’t seem credible enough.  What 
is more, it is crucial to add that Herodotus’ source might have been Alexander 
himself of course if we accept that Herodotus really visited Macedonia. 
On the other hand, there are a number of scholars who believe that 
Herodotus merely wrote down what he was told,43  as he gave much attention to the 
eye - witness testimony. While, some others support that the story has a sperm of 
truth44 as the marriage of Gygaea, the daughter of King Amyntas and sister of 
Alexander with the King Bubares seems really acceptable and thus trustworthy.45 But 
was Alexander competent to marry his sister as the herodotean text refers to since 
Amyntas was still king of Macedonia? 
                                                          
39Borza,1990, 102. 
40 Sprawski 2010, 136. 
41Borza,1990,102. 
42Scaife 1989, 133·Borza,1990,102. 
43Sprawski,2010 ,136 
44 Herodotus V-21. 
45 Errington 1986, 141·Borza1990, 103· Badian 1994, 109· Olbrycht 2010, 343· 
Sprawski 2010, 136· Vasilev 2015, 112. 
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Moreover, it is common knowledge that Macedonians had as a custom to 
exploit marriages with foreigners in order to succeed in their ultimate goals 
concerning either political issues or diplomatic ones.46 As a result, this marriage 
might have given Amyntas crucial territorial benefits, which were considered to be of 
a great strategic importance and in particular the areas that were called Amphaxitis, 
Pella, Ichnae and a part of Mygdonia.47 
What is more, it is clearly stated that, due to the marriage of Bubares with 
Gygaea, the Macedonians and the Persians possibly had close bonds of friendship 
and had a peaceful collaboration when the Macedonians were subjugated to the 
Persians until the period of Xerxes and Darius.48 On the contrary, Herodotus doesn’t 
refer much to this fact and the most possible reason is that he felt more sympathy 
for Alexander. Nevertheless, the friendship of Macedonians and Persians was of  
great importance and needs to be underlined and taken into account.49 
Apart from the matter of the truthfulness of the Herodotean text modern 
scholars have also tried to figure out the real facts behind the tale and to shed light 
on various other issues such as the status of Macedonia and the relations between 
Persians and Macedonians before the campaign of Mardonius, the role of Alexander 
I and his propaganda, the wedding of Gygaea with Bubares etc. All the above 
mentioned issues will be discussed in the next chapters.     
 
2. Herodotus and Macedonia 
 
Herodotus is among the most important sources for the history of the ancient 
Greek world and the main source concerning the history of the early Macedonian 
                                                          
46Borza 1990,103. 
47Hammond- Griffith1979, 59. 
48Sprawski 2010, 136. 
49Hammond- Griffith1979, 59. 
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kingdom. In the frame of his history Herodotus gives mostly piecemeal but very 
interesting and important information that can shed light upon the activities of the 
Macedonian kings, the participation and the role of Macedonia during the war with 
the Persian Empire, the relations of the Macedonians with the Persians, the 
neighboring tribes and the rest of the Greek world, the land of the Macedonian 
kingdom as well as upon other political, social and ethnological issues. Despite the 
fact that some facts and events that are described by the ancient historian have 
been rejected or have been characterized as questionable or controversial by 
modern scholars, the Herodotean text remains the most important and the basic 
source for everyone who is interested in the early Macedonian history. It is of 
utmost importance to stress here that Herodotus did not write a “history of 
Macedonia”. The main topic of the Ηerodotean text is the Great War between the 
allied Greek forces and the Persians. Since Herodotus was more interested in the 
Athenian and the Persian history, the references related to Macedonia are mostly 
piecemeal and incidental digressions in connection with military events and crucial 
moments of the Great War. Herodotus was very interested in Alexander’s 
personality. The ancient historian possibly has been aroused by Alexander’s double 
game during the war, his attitude as a king subjected to Persia, his will to support the 
Greeks during crucial moments of the war, his relations with Athens and possibly his 
connection with some Athenian officers. As a result Alexander is presented as the 
main and the only member of the Macedonian Royal house that participated in the 
war, while Alexander I’s activities are stressed by Herodotus as he appears at some 
important and crucial points of the war. 
Alexander’s first appearance in the Herodotean text is in connection with the 
murder of the seven Persian envoys that were sent to king Amyntas, Alexander’s 
father, to ask for “earth and water”. As we have seen and analyzed in the previous 
chapter, Alexander slaughtered the Persian envoys and their servants, while their 
bodies were thrown, their equipment completely destroyed and everything related 
to the Persian envoys and their traces had vanished.50  Although according to 
                                                          
50 Herodotus V.17-21. 
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Herodotus very soon after the failure of the embassy a Persian mission came to 
search for the vanished envoys, Alexander managed to save his life and his country 
by offering a sum to the Persians and his sister Gygaea as wife of Bubares.51 
In V. 22, Herodotus mentions the participation of Alexander in the Olympic 
games. According to the Herodotean text, the other athletes of the race denied the 
right of Alexander to participate in the Games because he was barbarian. Thus 
Alexander proved his Greekness, claiming that his descent comes from Argos52 and 
he was accepted by the judges of the Olympic Committee. As it has been analyzed in 
the previous chapter Alexander’s participation in the Olympic Games still remains 
ambiguous and controversial. Xydopoulos suggests that this Herodetean reference is 
possibly a Macedonian invention, the basic aim of which was to stress the Greek 
Origin of the Macedonian Royal house and to bridge the gap with the rest of the 
Greek world.53 Other Scholars (see chapter 1) accept as real incident the 
participation of Alexander in the Olympic Games claiming that this event possibly 
took place either in 496 or in 476 BC.54 
In VII. 173, the secret message of Alexander to the allied Greek forces at 
Tempe is mentioned. According to Herodotus, Greeks got together at Isthmus in 
order to decide how they were going to face the Persians. The Thessalians asked for 
the help of Greeks claiming that otherwise they were going to submit to Xerxes. 
Greeks accepted to help Thessaly and decided that the best place for defence and to 
face the large army of Xerxes was the narrow mountainous passage of Tempe valley 
between mountains Olympus and Ossa. As a result ten thousand Greek soldiers 
encamped at Tempi valley in order to defend the passage. According to Herodotus 
Greeks decided to retreat for two reasons. At first Macedonian king Alexander I sent 
envoys to the Greeks to inform them about the power of the Persian forces and 
                                                          
51 Herodotus V.21. 
52 Herodotus V.22. 
53 Xydopoulos 1998, 50-51. Sprawski 2010, 142· Kertész 2005, 115-126. 
54 Cole 1978, 39· Hammond- Griffith1979, 60· Borza1990, 111· Sprawski 2010, 142· Kertész 2005, 115-
126. 
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furthermore to warn them about their possible destruction since the Persian army 
was much stronger and more multitudinous than the Greek. The second and the 
main reason that caused the Greek retreat was the fact that they realized that there 
were also other passages leading to Thessaly an as a result the Tempi valley could be 
bypassed and there was the possibility of the Greek army being surrounded by 
enemy forces.55 
After the Greek defeat at Thermopylae, the Persian army penetrated into 
southern Greece. According to Herodotus, the Persians plundered the area of Phocis 
and then reached Boeotia. Boeotians cities have been saved due to Macedonians 
who had been sent by Alexander and they informed Xerxes that they had already 
medized and they will support the Persians.56 
Alexander is also connected with some incidents before the battle of Plataea. 
According to Herodotus, Alexander has been sent to the Athenians by Mardonius as 
an envoy for alliance. Mardonius chose Alexander because his sister was married 
with the Persian noble Bubares and, furthermore, because of the connection 
between Alexander and the Athenians, who had proclaimed the Macedonian king as 
euergetes and proxenus of their city. Alexander’s speech before the Athenians is 
very interesting. He claimed that if Athens accepted the alliance, they would have 
the opportunity to govern their city according to their own laws, while that the 
Athenian sanctuaries that had been destroyed by Persian would be rebuilt by the 
Great King. Moreover, he tried to convince the Athenians to accept the offer 
emphasizing that there was no hope for Greece and that it was impossible to beat 
the strong Persian army.  Spartan envoys gave a speech before the Athenians and 
asked them not to betray Greece. Athenians rejected the Persian offer and warned 
Alexander not to repeat such an offer in the future.57 
                                                          
55 Herodotus VII.173. Borza1990, 107-108· Vasilev 2015, 188-190. 
56 Herodotus VIII.32-34. 
57 Herodotus VIII. 140-143. 
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Before the description of Alexander’s mission to Athens as a Persian envoy is 
mentioned the ancestry of Alexander and it stresses his Greekness. According to 
Herodotus the Macedonian-Temenid Royal house was established by Perdikkas I, 
who was of Argive origin and descendant of Temenos.58 Later at IX. 44-45 another 
incident is also described. According to the Herodotean text during the night on the 
eve of the crucial battle of Plataea Alexander left on horseback the Persian camp, 
reached the Greek one asking for an audience with the Athenian generals. Before 
the generals he claimed that he is also a Greek and that he is concerned about the 
future of Greece and that he does not want Greece to be enslaved. Moreover, he 
informed the Greeks that Mardonius will attack them the next morning. 
Furthermore, he stressed that if the Greeks are going to win they will have to 
remember his risky action and that he exposed himself to a great danger for 
them.59Moreover in VIII.121,it  is mentioned that Alexander dedicated a gold statue 
at Delphi next to the statue that the allied Greeks dedicated to celebrate their 
victory over the Persians. 
Based on the above mentioned Herodotean references it could be stressed 
that Herodotus attitude is clearly pro-Macedonian.  By all means Alexander is 
presented as a king who betrayed the Persians and became “secret friend” and 
protector of the Greeks during Xerxes’ campaign.60 Alexander’s double game is 
obvious. On the one hand he submitted to the Great King without resistance and on 
the other hand he is presented not only as worrying about the future of Greece and 
its possible enslavement by the Persians but also to act too risky in order to help and 
to support the Greeks as the incident at Tempe and his nocturnal visit to the Greek 
camp on the eve of the battle of Plataea indicate.  Another issue that is highlighted 
in the Herodotean text is the Greekness of Alexander. He is presented as a Greek and 
Macedonian king who managed to be accepted to participate in the Olympic Games 
                                                          
58 Herodotus VIII. 137-139. 
59 Herodotus IX.44-45. 
60Vasilev 2015, 41. 
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by proving that he is of Argive origin. Moreover Herodotus mentions the ancestry of 
the Temenid Royal House as another evidence of Alexander’s Greek nationality. 
The personality and the activities of Alexander I aroused the interest of 
scholars who tried to explain the pro-Macedonian attitude of Herodotus. Scaife 
argues that Herodotus was not the mouthpiece for Alexander’s propaganda61 and 
that Alexander’s actions during the war were not of crucial importance, but their 
publication after the war was really useful in order to strengthen his philhellenic 
reputation.62 Badian believes that mainly the tale of the murder of the Persian 
envoys was an invention of the Macedonian propaganda in order to cover the 
submission to the Persians and the marriage between Alexander’s sister and Bubares 
and as an excuse for the Macedonian medism.63 Moreover Badian points that 
Herodotus himself downgrades Alexander’s advice at Tempe since the Greeks 
retreated because they realized that there were also other passages leading to 
Thessaly and as a result the Tempe valley could be bypassed and there was the 
possibility the Greek army to be surrounded by enemy forces.64 Furthermore, he 
claims that Herodotus mentions in purpose the Greek origin of Alexander twice in 
conjunction with two actions related to his medism, the marriage of his sister and his 
mission as a Persian envoy to Athens in order to muddy the waters.65 Additionally, 
he believes that Herodotus disapproved the Macedonian medism and stresses only 
the events that indicate the philhellenic attitude of the Herodotean text. Borza 
claims that we have to reject the stories of the murder of Persian envoys, the 
nocturnal ride of Alexander at Plataea and of his participation in the Olympic Games. 
He believes that these stories have been created by Alexander himself possibly 
during the postwar period in order to build a connection with the Hellenic world.66It 
is also recently said that Herodotus adopted the intepretatio Macedonica, which 
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most possibly would have been heard from Alexander I, in his attempt to bridge the 
gap with the Greek world.67 
Herodotus was very well informed regarding the activities of Alexander I and 
the Temenid dynasty as his history implies. Possibly he visited Macedonia as it could 
be indicated by his work itself and by the reference of the Lexicon of Suda.68 The 
exact date of his arrival in Macedonia is not clear. It should be dated possibly during 
the last years of the reign of Alexander or in the beginning of Perdikkas II reign. 
According to Borza it possibly happened about 450 BC. There Herodotus had the 
chance to be informed about the Macedonian court tradition and the Macedonian 
version of Alexander’s activities. If we assume that Herodotus just adopted and 
wrote the intepretatio Macedonica and that Alexander was a trusty ally of the 
Persians then several questions could be raised. Moreover, as far as the events 
between 480-479 BC are concerned Herodotus, underlines the help that Alexander 
provided to the Southern Greeks during the Persian wars as well as the expression of 
his Greek consciousness. We firmly believe that if Herodotus had tried to enhance 
the image and the prestige of Alexander I by mentioning completely false elements 
and by forging the history, this would have been rejected by the majority of the 
people and we may say that it would have been considered unbelievable.69 Every 
effort to idealize Alexander himself and his actions would be impossible, since the 
events that Herodotus presented were very important for the Greek world. 
Moreover, the fact that Alexander dedicated a gold statue that stood next to the 
statue that the Greeks dedicated to celebrate their victory over the Persians, would 
be very strange and incomprehensible.70 Furthermore, the positive image of 
Alexander within the Greek world is also indicated by the fact that even during the 
time of Demosthenes, the memory of Alexander’s contribution was still strong.71 
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We should also stress that despite the obvious pro-Macedonian feelings of 
Herodotus, the ancient historian looked on Alexander’s activities and attitude with a 
critical eye. It has been suggested that Herodotus mentions in purpose the Greek 
origin of Alexander twice in conjunction with two actions related to his medism, the 
marriage of his sister and his mission as a Persian envoy to Athens, in order to 
muddy the waters.72 Was the muddying of the waters the only reason for the 
mentioned combination of the information (Greekness-medism) that Herodotus 
provided? Possibly the ancient historian aimed also to criticize Alexander, since his 
Greekness was not an obstacle to his medism. In this way he highlighted the fact that 
the nationality was not the main criterion for Alexander’s attitude and at the same 
time gives to his audience the opportunity to examine Alexander’s actions and his 
double role.73 
The Macedonian or the Athenian pro-Macedonian sources (Alexander was 
proxenus and euergetes of the city of Athens already during the times of Herodotus) 
is difficult to be identified. The “Macedonian sources” that Herodotus used possibly 
based on works of earlier authors such as that of Hecataeus, on local verbal 
testimonies that he recorded during his stay in Macedonia and on evidence as a 
result of his own research.74 Of course the possibility of fake or inaccurate references 
cannot be excluded. Taking into consideration the pro-Macedonian attitude of 
Herodotus we have to be cautious concerning the accuracy of the Herodotean text, 
but we believe that there is indeed a sperm of truth related to the activities of 
Alexander I. 
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3. ΜACEDONIA AND THE ACHAEMENID EMPIRE. 
 
3.1 MACEDONIA AS A VASSAL STATE. THE CAMPAIGN OF MARDONIUS. 
After the repression of the Ionian revolt (499-492), Mardonius was sent as 
leader of the Persian land and naval forces to restore the Persian control in the 
European satrapies. According to Herodotus, the Persian fleet subjugated peacefully 
the island of Thasos, as its residents did not offer any resistance.75 Afterwards the 
Persian navy sailed along the coast of the mainland, reached the city of Acanthus 
and tried to circumnavigate the peninsula of Athos; the effort ended unsuccessfully 
due to a strong storm which destroyed almost three hundred ships and caused the 
death of almost twenty thousand people.76 
At the same time the Persian land forces occupied peacefully Thrace and 
Macedonia. The only case of resistance according to the Herodotean text was a 
nocturnal attack of the Thracian tribe of Brygi during the Persian’s army’s 
encampement in Macedonia. The aggression of the Brygi was so fierce that even 
Mardonius has been injured.77 Despite their resistance, Brygi, as well as other 
Thracians and the Macedonians, were subjected to the Persian Empire. After the 
successful ending of the campaign, Mardonius and his forces, returned to Asia. 
According to Herodotus, the purpose of the campaign of Mardonius was to 
conquer not only Thrace and Macedonia but also the rest of Greece in order to 
punish the Greek cities, mainly Athens and Eretria, for their entanglement in the 
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Ionian revolt.78 The mentioned statement of Herodotus has been rejected by some 
scholars. They believe that the above Herodotean reference is a supposition with no 
historical basis. Moreover they argue that the actions of Mardonius and his forces 
indicate that the main aim of the Persian campaign was to conquer Thrace and 
Macedonia and to enforce the Persian domination of the north Aegean.79 Other 
scholars accept the statement of the ancient historian and adopt his reference that 
the main goal of the Persian was revengeful; the punishment of the Greek cities, 
mainly Athens and Eretria, for their entanglement in the Ionian revolt.80 
It seems possible that Mardonius’s main aim was to conquer the area of 
Thrace and Macedonia and to restore the power of the Persian Empire on these 
areas which has been tottered during the Ionian revolt, as the fact that the 
Paeonians managed to escape from Asia (the population of Paeonians has been sent 
by Megabazus to be settled in Asia) and to return in Thrace possibly indicates.81 
Before the Persian campaign of Datis and Artaphernes, two years later, at about 490 
BC, Persian envoys have been sent to Greek cities asking for “earth and water”, 
something that never happened in the case of Mardonius’s mission. Moreover, 
another basic aim of Persian will of that time was the reinstatement of the last 
tyrant of Athens, Hippias. He participated in the Persian campaign of 490, but there 
are no references to connect him with Mardonius’s mission.  
Another very interesting and important issue is the relation between  
Macedonia and Persia. The statement of Herodotus that the Persians during 
Mardonius’s campaign added Macedonians to their infantry of the tribes they had 
already subjugated 
(τοῦτοδὲτῷπεζῷΜακεδόναςπρὸςτοῖςὑπάρχουσιδούλουςπροσεκτήσαντο)82  raised 
questions and assumptions among scholars regarding to the status quo of 
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Macedonia before and after the Persian campaign of 492. Errington argues that 
Macedonia had become a vassal state of Persia in Alexander’s reign rejecting as a 
tale the Herodotean reference concerning the Macedonian subjugation in Amynta’s 
times. Borza accepts the existence of diplomatic relations between Persia and 
Macedonia before the campaign of Mardonius but he argues that the submission of 
Macedonia took place in Alexander’s reign. Badian suggests that the Macedonian 
submission indeed took place in Amunta’s reign as Herodotus mentions and 
moreover that during the Ionian revolt Persia lost the control of Macedonia and 
when Mardonius reached Europe, Alexander submitted again.  
Errington’s argument that Macedonia could not have become a vassal of 
Persia during Amyntas’ reign is based on the above mentioned Herodotean 
statement. He believes that Macedonia could not be vassal of the Persians two 
times(i.e. by Megabazus and by Mardonius)as Herodotus mentions. He argues that if 
Amyntas had already offered “earth and water” to Persia there was no reason to be 
referred by Herodotus that Macedonia was subjugated again by Mardonius and his 
forces.83 Moreover, he denied the existence of relations between Persia and 
Macedonia during Amyntas’ reign. He rejects the story of the murder of the Persian 
envoys by Alexander as a tale (see chapter 1)  and believes that if the Persian envoys 
have been murdered in 510 BC there was no way the will of Amyntas to offer “earth 
and water” to Persia to be transferred to the Great King.84 Moreover he uses the 
later reference of the Byzantine chronographer Syncellus (8th-9th c. AD) which refers 
that it was Alexander who gave “earth and water” (OὗτοςδέδωκετοῖςΠέρσαις 
ὕδωρκαὶγῆν)85 and as a result the Macedonian submission must be related with the 
reign of Alexander and the campaign of Mardonius.86 According to Errington, not 
only the issue of the murder of the envoys but the whole story is  fiction and he 
thinks that only the wedding between Gygaea and Bubares is truthful and that the 
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story was created as an excuse for the wedding and in order to present to the Greek 
world Alexander’s anti-Persian feelings even before he was king. Furthermore, 
Errington claims that the wedding of Gygaea with Bubares should be dated also 
during Alexander’s reign, possibly at 492 BC, since according to Herodotus Alexander 
was responsible for his sister’s destiny.87 
Borza claims that the submission of Macedonia had to be related with 
Alexander’s reign rather than Amyntas’ and thinks that the best way to explain the 
statement of Herodotus is that Macedonia had not been subjugated by the Persians 
before Mardonius’ campaign.88 However, he accepts the existence of diplomatic 
relations between Persia and Macedonia before 492, an evidence of which was the 
wedding of Gygaea with Bubares. He also believes that the wedding does not imply 
necessarily submission but a kind of alliance.89 Furthermore he uses another 
reference of Herodotus (ἡμέχριΘεσσαλίηςπᾶσακαὶἦνὑπὸβασιλέαδασμοφόρος, 
ΜεγαβάζουτεκαταστρεψαμένουκαὶὕστερονΜαρδονίου)90and claims that there was 
no reason Mardonius to be mentioned if Megabazus had already subjected 
Macedonia.91 
Badian on the other hand expressed a very different opinion claiming that 
the only way of alliance with the Great king was only that of submission, as the 
Persian imperial ideology of that time indicates.92 As a result Amyntas indeed gave 
“earth and water” and Macedonia has been subjugated to Persia. Moreover, he tried 
to shed light to the story of the murder of the Persian envoys and to reconstruct the 
real story that is hidden behind the tale. According to Badian’s thought, even before 
Megabazusreached the Macedonian borders, Amyntas was impressed by the Persian 
forces and was ready to offer “earth and water”and as a result Alexander has been 
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sent as an envoy to meet Megabazus, exactly as was the case with Athens that had 
sent envoys to Sardeis, and negotiate the terms of submission. So, Alexander on his 
father’s behalf offered “earth and water”, an amount of money and his sister to be 
married with Bubares.93 The above mentioned assumption explains not only the 
statement of Herodotus that Alexander was responsible for Gygaea’s future and 
Syncellus’ reference that Alexander offered “earth and water” to Persia, but also the 
tale of the murder of the Persian envoys. Furthermore,Badian believes that during 
the Ionian revolt Persia lost the control of Macedonia and when Mardonius reached 
again Europe Alexander submitted again.94 
All the above mentioned scholars, despite their different opinions about the 
relations between Persia and Macedonia, accept as a real event95 the wedding 
between Gygaea and Bubares. Bubares was son of Megabazus and the bridal 
agreement was possibly signed at 513/2 BC and Bubares left Macedonia possibly 
when the Ionian revolt burst.96 Moreover, Herodotus claims that one of the reasons 
that Alexander had been sent as an envoy to the Persians to Athens before the 
battle of Plataea was his relational connection with them.97 Bubares is also 
mentioned by Herodotus as one the two responsible men for the digging of the 
Athos’ canal during Xerxes’s campaign preparations,98 while the son of the couple 
was named Amyntas after his grandfather and he has been given by the Great King 
the city of Alabanda to rule.99 
 To sum up, it seems possible that Amyntas or Alexander on his behalf- 
offered “earth and water” to Persia and that Macedonia was a vassal state of the 
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Great king in Amyntas’ reign. During the Ionian revolt Persia lost the control of the 
European territories as the return of the Paeonians possibly indicates and the 
Persian power restored by Mardonius at 492 BC when Macedonia was subjected for 
second time. 
About the terms of the negotiations between Macedonia and Persia during 
Amyntas’ reign and the status of Macedonia we have no information. It could be 
assumed that through these relations Amyntas strengthened his and his state’s 
position while the Persians gained an important ally in Europe.100 The status of 
Macedonia is also unknown. Some believe that Macedonia was part of the satrapy of 
“Skudra” which includes the European territories subjected to Persia and that 
Bubares was governor (Satrap) or advisor of the governor.101 This statement cannot 
be confirmed. The phrase of Herodotus ἀνὴρἝλλην, Μακεδόνωνὕπαρχος102maybe 
indicates a local satrap103 but the term ὕπαρχοςis used by Herodotus in various 
circumstances to declare governors of cities or areas or officials of lower 
rank.104Amyntas at 506/505 BC as ruler of Macedonia had the right to offer to 
Hippias (the former tyrant of Athens) the city of Anthemous. It is possible that 
Macedonia had a special status based on a kind of autonomy that Herodotus does 
not mention and as a result is not easy to be defined.105 As Xydopoulos suggests 
Macedonia possibly was “under a loose client status in Amyntas reign”.106 The 
servitude of Macedonia offered not only dynastic stability but also the Persian 
military protection of the Macedonian king and as a result there was not any reason 
for a Macedonian uprising against the Great King. The phrase of Herodotus that 
Macedonia was enslaved by Mardonius possibly indicates a more intense Persian 
military presence in the area than before. Moreover Amyntas is mentioned as 
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hyparchos, a man ruling over the Macedonians possibly on behalf of the Great king 
and acting as hyparchos he offered Anthemous to Hippias.107 
The Macedonian policy during the Ionian revolt remains unknown.  Despite 
the fact that some scholars believe that during the revolution of the Greeks of Asia 
Minor against Persia nothing change in the relations between Macedonia and Persia 
that remain as friendly as before and that the Persian territories in Europe have not 
been affected,108Mardonius’ campaign implies the opposite. A possible rejection of 
the vassal status of Macedonia either by Amyntas or by Alexander remains 
controversial as well as the reason for such an action. Was Macedonia obliged as a 
vassal state to send army in Asia Minor to support the Great King and Amyntas or 
Alexander denied doing so? Or was Macedonia responsible to control on behalf of 
Persia its European possessions? It is very difficult to shed light on these questions 
since there are no references in ancient authors about these issues. It seems 
possible that after the voluntarily submission of Macedonia there were not Persian 
garrisons at Macedonian cities. Moreover, Amyntas had not an important reason to 
reject his relations with Persia since they enforced his position as ruler of Macedonia 
and he had a kind of autonomy as the offer of Anthemus to Hippias possibly 
indicates. The pro-Persian feelings of Hippias are also well-known. Maybe Amyntas’ 
offer was not an unilateral action but it was supported by the Great King’s policy.109 
The fact that Alexander retained his position as local ruler after the second 
submission of Macedonia implies that possibly there was not a serious disturbance 
between the two sides. It seems that because of the Ionian revolt Persia was under 
serious pressure and that Persia lost temporarily the control of the Balkan area and 
as a result Macedonia was out of the Persian influence.110 
Controversial are also the results of Mardonius’ campaign and the status of 
Macedonia as well after the subjection. Scholars who claim that Macedonia was part 
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of European satrapy already by the time of Megabazus believe that Macedonia 
continued to belong to the same status.111 Others think that Macedonia was 
incorporated in the Persian administrative system after Mardonius’ campaign112 
while some scholars believe that Alexander was under the same vassal status as 
Amyntas was.113 The reference of Herodotus that Mardonius subjected Macedonia 
by his infantry possibly indicates that the status of Macedonia was different after 
Mardonius’ mission than it was at Megabazus’ times and that Darius wanted after 
the Ionian revolt to enforce his power in Europe. It seems possible that now 
Macedonia has been added to the Persian administrative system and was in power 
of the Great King. However it is not clear whether Macedonia has been a satrapy or 
was part of another.114 Despite the ambiguous administrative status, it is obvious 
that Macedonia was a completely depended state. Its ruler had to pay tribute to 
Persia and Macedonian army had to support Persian forces. Moreover, it is not clear 
if there were Persian garrisons at the Macedonian cities. The fact that the allied 
Greeks did not attack Macedonia during the next years after the battle at Plataea 
indicates that either there were not garrisons in Macedonia or that they had already 
left.115Badian suggested that Amyntas, the son of Bubares and Gygaea was 
predestined to succeed Alexander I as a satrap. He was the most appropriate choice, 
since he would be accepted by Macedonians and absolutely trusty for the 
Persians.116 But this plan was abandoned due to the Persian defeat. 
Archaeological evidence confirms the connection of Macedonia with Persia 
during the late 6th and early 5th century AD. Artifacts unearthed in graves at Sindos 
and Vergina imply that practices and objects of eastern origin reached Macedonia 
during this period. This phenomenon cannot be necessarily related with the Persian 
military campaigns that took place during this period. We have to take into 
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consideration that ideas, practices and of course artifacts could be transferred from 
region to another,through the commercial routes that were in use.117 
Coins are also a very valuable, interesting and important source of 
knowledge. A kind of Macedonian coin, the tetrobol depicts on the observe a 
horseman holding a short sward possibly a Persian weapon named akinakes. This 
kind of depiction influenced possibly by the fact that Xerxes himself presented to 
Alexander with a gold akinakes. As a result, these coins possibly have been minted at 
about 480 BC during Xerxes’ presence in Macedonia. Through these artifacts, 
depicting possibly Alexander with an akinakes, Macedonian king declared his power 
and his alliance with the Great King. After the Persian defeat at the battle of Plataea 
the existence of these coins was pointless and as a result they have been withdrawn. 
The fact that these coins conserved mostly very well indicates the short time period 
of their circulation.118 Despite the ambiguous statement that Xerxes presented with 
the gold akinakes and either Alexander is depicted or not on the tetrobols, the 
Persian influence on the Macedonian coinage confirms the strong connection 
between Macedonia and Persia.  
 
3.1 MACEDONIA AS A VASSAL STATE. THE INVASION OF XERXES.  
 
Immediately after the Persian defeat at Marathon and the failure of the 
Persian campaign under Datis and Artaphernes, Darius started to organize another 
campaign against Greece.  The death of Darius at 486 BC did not change the Persian 
policy over Greece. Darius’s successor Xerxes after the repression of rebellions in 
Egypt and in Babylon started to prepare for the campaign for the submission of 
Greece.  
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According to Herodotus for four years Xerxes prepared his campaign against 
Greece. During these years started the digging of the canal of Athos under Bubares 
and Artachaees in order to be avoided the dangerous circumvention of Athos 
peninsula that has caused the destruction of the Persian navy during Mardonius’ 
mission. Furthermore, bridges started to be constructed over the Strymon and 
Hellespont while huge amounts of supplies were stored in various places such as 
LeuceActe, Tyrodiza, Doriscus and Eion. Herodotus refers also Macedonia but he 
does not mention where  the Persian supplies had been stored exactly.    
At 480 BC started the Persian campaign against Greece. Xerxes at the head of 
his land forces penetrated in Europe. The Persian army having reached Thrace 
directed westwards while the Persian fleet were sailing along the coast of north 
Aegean. Both land and naval forces got together around the area of Therme at the 
Thermaic Gulf and then the Persian Army through Macedonia and through 
mountainous passages continued its way to Thessaly and to southern Greece.  
Unfortunately, we do not have any information about the policy, the 
behavior and the activities of Alexander during the Persian army’s presence in 
Macedonia. The only reference of Herodotus is about an event related to the Tempe 
valley and the Greek allied army that had encamped there.   
According to Herodotus Greeks got together at Isthmus in order to decide 
how they were going to face Persians. The Thessalians asked for the help of Greeks, 
claiming that otherwise they were going to submit to Xerxes. Greeks accepted to 
help Thessaly and decided that the best place for defense and to face the large army 
of Xerxes was the narrow mountainous passage of Tempe valley between mountains 
Olympus and Ossa. As a result, ten thousand Greek soldiers encamped at Tempe 
valley in order to defend the passage. According to Herodotus the Greeks decided to 
retreat for two reasons. At first, the Macedonian king Alexander I sent envoys to the 
Greeks to inform them about the power of the Persian forces and furthermore to 
warn them about their possible destruction since the Persian army was 
muchstronger and more multitudinous than the Greek. The second and the main 
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reason that caused the Greek retreat was the fact that they realized that there were 
also other passages leading to Thessaly and as a result the Tempe valley could be 
bypassed and there was the possibility the Greek army to be surrounded by enemy 
forces.119 
After the Greek’s army retreat the Persian army indeed did not use Tempe 
Valley to penetrate into Thessaly but another or various other passages such as 
Petra’s and Volustana’s passes and Thessaly subjected to the Great king.120 
It is not easy to understand Alexander’s attitude towards the Greeks at 
Tempe and to shed light on the real incentives that led him to act as Herodotus 
mentions. Possibly enough it was not only his philhellenic feelings but his actions 
were actuated by his own and his state’s interests.  He wanted to avoid a possibly 
long term battle between Greeks and Persians in his territories, while a Greek 
resistance at Tempe would have caused the extension of the stay of the Persian 
army in Macedonia with negative consequences for Alexander’s state.121 Moreover 
his double game was very important for Macedonia and very well balanced. Allied 
Greeks were grateful for the information that his envoys gave them and Persians 
were also satisfied for the Greek retreat.122 Moreover after the definitive Persian 
defeat, Alexander’s action at Tempe was also used to the Greek world as an element 
for his philhellenic attitude. According to a different opinion, most of the Greeks 
were not in agreement with the so north place of defense and among them the 
leader of the Athenian forces Themistocles. Alexander’s advice which perhaps had 
been inspired by Themistocles, was the perfect excuse for the Greek retreat. The fact 
that neither Athens nor Sparta punished their generals for the retreat, which 
indicates the Greek unwillingness to defend the pass of Tempi.123 Furthermore 
Alexander maybe worked for the Great King and acted only as a Persian vassal. He 
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managed the Greek retreat and as a result Thessalians had no other choice but to 
submit and medize.124 
After the Greek defeat at Thermopylae the Persian army penetrated into 
southern Greece. According to Herodotus the Persians plundered the area of Phocis 
and then reached Boeotia. Boeotian cities have been saved due to Macedonians 
which had been sent by Alexander and they informed Xerxes that they had already 
medized and they will support the Persians.125 
From the very brief Herodotean reference above, some conclusions could be 
drawn. First of all is confirmed the presence of the Macedonians and Alexander 
himself at the battle of Thermopylae since the Macedonian men that Alexander sent 
to Boeotia were able to reach the area sooner than the Persians following a shorter 
route.126 Furthermore it is clear the trust and the close connection between Xerxes 
and Alexander. The role of the Macedonian men is not easy to be clarified. Possibly 
they were envoys rather than garrisons127 and their aim was to examine and to 
oversee the public feeling of the locals over the Persians.128 
Alexander is also connected with some incidents before the battle of Plataea. 
According to Herodotus Alexander had been sent to the Athenians by Mardonius as 
an envoy for alliance. Another very interesting action of Alexander during the Xerxes 
invasion is also described by Herodotus. Mardonius chose Alexander because his 
sister was married with the Persian noble Bubares and further because of the 
connection between Alexander and the Athenians who had proclaimed the 
Macedonian king euergetes and proxenus of their city. Alexander’s speech before 
the Athenians is very interesting. He claimed that if Athens accepts the alliance they 
would have the opportunity to govern their city according to their own laws, while 
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that the Athenian sanctuaries that have been destroyed by Persian would be rebuilt 
by the Great King. Moreover he tried to convince Athenians to accept the offer 
emphasizing that there was no hope for Greece and that it is impossible to win the 
strong Persian army.  Spartan envoys gave a speech before the Athenians and asked 
them not to betray Greece. Athenians rejected the Persian offer and warned 
Alexander not to repeat such an offer in the future.129 
From this event it can be concluded that Alexander was completely trusted 
and that Mardonius believed that the Macedonian was the most appropriate for this 
very important issue and moreover that it was more likely for Alexander than 
anyone else to convince Athenians to accept Persian offers because of his relations 
with the city since he had been declared euergetes and proxenos of the city of 
Athens.130 When exactly Alexander received those titles, for what reason and what is 
exactly their meaning, it is still unclear. All these issues will be discussed in chapter 3. 
The fact that Athenians warned Alexander not to repeat such an offer in the future 
maybe indicates that his influence was not as strong as it was believed.  
Another event related to Alexander’s activities during the invasion of Xerxes 
is also referred by Herodotus. According to the herodotean text, on the eve of the 
crucial battle of Plataea during the night Alexander left on horseback the Persian 
camp, reached the Greek one asking for an audience with the Athenian generals. 
Before the generals he claimed that he is also a Greek and that he is concerned 
about the future of Greece and he does not want Greece to be enslaved. Moreover 
he informed Greeks that Mardonius will attack them the next morning. Furthermore 
he stressed that if the Greeks are going to win they will have to remember his risky 
action and that he exposed himself to a great danger for them.131 
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The above mentioned story remains controversial. Some scholars accept it as 
a real incident;132 others reject it as myth133 and others believe that Alexander acted 
as a Persian spy.134 Was it possible Alexander to leave the Persian camp without to 
being perceptible by the guards? Why did he risk losing his throne and his life instead 
of sending an envoy? Moreover, Herodotus does not mention anything related to 
the attitude of the Macedonian army during the battle, something that implies 
Alexander’s will to help the allied Greeks,even if he does mention such kind of 
actions by other Greeks (τῶνδὲἄλλωνἙλλήνωντῶνμετὰβασιλέοςἐθελοκακεόντων).135 
Possibly the story or part of the story created or formed and enriched later by 
Macedonian sources to emphasize Alexander’s philhellenic attitude and as an excuse 
for his submission to Persia and his participation in the campaign of Xerxes against 
southern Greece. 
To sum up, it seems that Macedonia submitted two different times to Persia. 
At first, Amyntas-or Alexander acting as an envoy of his father’s will- offered “earth 
and water”. During the Ionian revolt Persia possibly lost its influence and the control 
of Macedonia and Thrace. Later at about 492 BC Mardonius restored the Persian 
power over the mentioned areas and as a result Macedonia submitted for second 
time. The status of Macedonia as a vassal state remains unknown and controversial. 
Possibly it had not  been a satrapy or part of another scheme but it seems that it had  
special significance  which cannot for the moment to be completely defined since 
the ancient sources are silent. Ambiguous is whether there were Persian garrisons at 
Macedonian cities or not. Being a vassal state Macedonia had to pay tribute and to 
support the Persian army. As a result, Macedonians fight against the allied Greeks in 
the battles of Thermopylae and of Plataea as well.  
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4. Alexander Ι as “Proxenos” and “Euergetes” of Athens. 
 
4.1 Proxeny in the Greek world 
 
One of the most interesting and controversial references of Herodotus 
related to Alexander is that which took place sometime before the important battle 
of Plataea. According to Herodotus, Alexander has been sent as an envoy to Athens 
by Mardonius. The reasons that led the Persian military leader on that decision were 
two. First of all he completely trusted Alexander because of the wedding of 
Alexander’s sister with the Persian noble Bubares and secondly because Mardonius 
knew the connection of Alexander with the Athenians, since Alexander has been 
proclaimed “Proxenos” and “Euergetes” of the city of Athens.136 
Proxeny was one of the most famous and important institutions widespread 
to all ancient Greek world possibly from the 7th or 6th century BC until the Roman 
period (2nd  century AD).137 Proxeny consists of the prefix “pro” which means “on 
behalf of” or “instead of” and of the term “xenos” which implies the foreigner or the 
guest friend.138 Proxeny as even the same word implies has its origins in the Homeric 
epoch and in the ideal of xenia which means the hospitality or ritualized friendship 
within a private frame.139 As a result proxenos is someone who acts on behalf of a 
foreigner or a guest friend. Through an evolutionary and gradual process the greek 
city-state formed its functional institutions and adopted the private institution of 
hospitality or ritualized friendship and transformed it into the public institution of 
proxeny.140 The actual steps of the mentioned process cannot be completely defined 
because of the silence of the sources. Possibly at first rulers or members of local 
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elites from different city-states could enforce their power and their interest through 
the bond of xenia and euergesia supporting a city or a community.141 
Generally speaking, a city-state offered proxenia to an individual foreigner in 
order to represent in his hometown the interests of the state that granted the 
proxenia. Apart from the city-state the grantor of proxeny could be also a 
community or a cult or another kind of association.142 According to Herman, the 
granting of a proxenia was based on preexisted private relationships between 
individuals of different states (xenoi)143 but it seems that the officials of a city choose 
a foreigner to be their proxenos overlooking whether he was a xenos or not.144 The 
main and the basic reason for a foreigner to be declared as a proxenos of a city-state 
was the benefaction (euergesia).145 Proxenos has benefited the granted city in 
various ways and has proved his support in the city’s interests. Moreover, proxenos 
could had also supported and benefited individuals from the granting city that lived 
or visited for a short time his city.146 The granting of proxenia did not only have been  
honorary character but it also had a functional one. Through the granting of 
proxenia, the city-state not only honored its foreigner proxenos for his benefaction 
but also aimed at the continuity of friendly relations with its proxenos in the future 
as well.147  The strong connection between “proxeny” and “euergesia” is also 
confirmed by the fact that Athens granted mostly both titles and rarely either the 
one or the other separately.148 The term euergetes possibly denotes benefactions for 
the city-state as a whole. As a result the combination of the terms “proxenos” and 
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“euergetes” maybe implies the double direction of the benefaction, individually and 
communal.149 
The above mentioned rewards (proxenos and euergetes) have been never 
granted by the cities-states or by a community to native individuals or to a member 
of the community but only to foreigners (xenoi) a fact that confirms the origin of the 
institutions from xenia.150 Apart from the granting of the rewards as a result of a real 
benefaction there were also the so called “proleptic”. In that occasion the city-state 
granted rewards in order to urge a benefaction and to further its own interests.151 
On the other hand proxenos except the reward also acquired special social status 
and many privileges by the grantor-city as well. As a result the relation between the 
grantor of proxeny and the granted was mutual, very strong and at least 
theoretically unbreakable.152 
 
4.2 Alexander I as proxenos and euergetes of Athens. 
 
According to Herodotus, when Alexander had been sent as an envoy by 
Mardonius to the Athenians he was already a proxenos and an euergetes of Athens. 
The city–state of Athens rewarded the Macedonian king for his ambiguous and 
controversial benefaction on which we will try to shed light on the following pages. 
The fact that Athens granted both rewards indicates that Alexander benefited the 
city as a whole.  
The statement of Herodotus attracted the interest of scholars who tried to 
offer possible and truthful answers and to shed light on various issues related to the 
mentioned Herodotean reference such as under which circumstances Alexander 
received the honorific titles of “proxenos” and “euergetes” and what was the 
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important reason that led the Athenians to dignify the Macedonian king. Since 
Herodotus is the only ancient source that informs us about the relations of 
Alexander with the Athenians, the effort to restore the true story is a difficult task 
and the already given answers remain controversial and ambiguous. 
According to Badian, when Herodotus describes the mission of Alexander as 
an envoy he does not explains Alexander’s connections with Athens as he does with 
Alexander’s relations with Persia. It is just mentioned that Alexander was “proxenos” 
and “euergetes” of Athens. On the other hand, Alexander’s relation with Persia is 
explained by the reference that Macedon’s sister was married with the Persian noble 
Bubares.153 This is an omission that is not accidental is not because Herodotus was 
not well informed but has been made on purpose by Herodotus in order to suppress 
an event that took place at Sardis many years before the fact of Alexander’s mission.  
At 507 BC Athenian envoys had been sent to Sardis to ask for alliance with 
Persia. The Persians ask “earth and water” to accept the alliance and the Athenian 
envoys acting with their own initiative and responsibility offered “earth and water” 
to Persia. According to Badian, Alexander helped the Athenians during the above 
mentioned occasion and as a result Athens declared him euergetes. A reference of 
the alliance between Athens and Persia would be inappropriate to be mentioned by 
Herodotus as an explanation of Alexander’s relations with Athens especially in a 
period (when Herodotus is writing) during which Athens is believed to have been the 
savior of Greece.154 
About the reward of proxeny, Badian believes that Amyntas had already 
relations with the tyrants of Athens and that he was xenos with them and that this 
relation renewed later by the Athenian republic and has been transformed from 
xenia to Proxeny.155 
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Badian’s theory seems ambiguous and controversial while several objections 
can be raised.  Possibly there were relations between the Macedonian royal house 
and the élite of the cities in southern Greece but it cannot be documented whether 
Athens rewarded king Amyntas with proxeny or not.156 Moreover even if the 
Peisistratids had granted proxeny to Amyntas, the Athenian demos possibly would 
have cancelled it while there is no evidence to support that Alexander has inherited 
the reward from his father.157 
Badian’s opinion about Alexander’s reward of “euergesia” cannot be 
confirmed as well. Alexander’s intervention into the negotiations for alliance 
between Athens and Persia cannot be documented. Furthermore Alexander was too 
young at 507 BC when Athenian envoys reached Persia to be involved in such an 
important international event.158 
A different point of view has been also offered by some scholars in order to 
explain the rewards of Alexander. According to it Alexander granted at the same 
time the rewards of proxeny and euergesia because of his great benefaction to 
support the Athenian naval program which took place at 482-480 BC under the 
auspices of Themistocles. Macedonian forests were a source of abundant and 
various kinds of timber. Moreover, Macedonia was very famous during antiquity for 
its excellent quality of timber. As a result, Macedonia could be one of the few places 
in Greece that could cover the necessities in quality and quantity of the Athenian 
naval program. At that time Persian controlled only the coast of Chalcidice and 
Thrace and even if the area of Strymon was under Persian occupation Alexander 
could also use in order to provide timber to Athens the forests of Olympus and 
Pierian mountains. Persia could not have access to control the mentioned area inside 
the Macedonian territories. Furthermore Macedonia was free to trade without 
Persian control especially during the period from the death of Darius and since 
Xerxes invasion when according to some scholars the Persian control over 
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Macedonia has been lost and Macedonia was almost independent.  At the same 
time, Themistocles possibly in order to avoid Persian suspicions declared that the 
Athenian naval program was a preparation for a war against the island of Aegina.159 
Despite the fact that many scholars adopted as plausible the above 
mentioned theory several objections can be raised. Was Macedonia really 
independent after the Death of Darius? Herodotus mentions that during the 
preparations of Xerxes for his campaign against Greece, Persian supplies have been 
stored not only in Thrace but also in Macedonia160 a reference that indicates the 
Persian presence into the Macedonian state. Moreover it is difficult to be accepted 
that all the activities to produce timber for the Athenian fleet took place secretly and 
without to be perceptible by the Persians. According to Herodotus the Persian 
preparation for the invasion in Greece started at least four years before 480 BC while 
almost at the same time Athens started to construct its fleet. It seems impossible 
that Macedonia as a vassal state during  so crucial a period to have managed to 
supply in secret timber to the main enemy of the Great King.161 
According to a different interpretation the rewards that Athens granted to 
Alexander was a result of his advice at Tempe.162 It seems that only that action at 
Tempe was not enough to cause Alexander’s rewards.163 Herodotus himself minimize 
the value of Alexander’s activities at Tempe by mentioning that the main reason for 
the retreat of the allied Greeks was rather the fact that they realized that there were 
also other passages leading to Thessaly and there was the possibility the Greek army 
to be surrounded by enemy forces than Alexander’s advices.164 Moreover we can 
assume that if Alexander’s actions at Tempe have caused the Athenians rewards 
Herodotus possibly would had mentioned it but he does not. 
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Another opinion mainly based on two references of Demosthenes claims that 
Alexander received later the Athenians rewards after the retreat of Persians.165 As a 
result Alexander had not the titles of proxenos and euergetes when he visited 
Athens as a Persian envoy. Demosthenes mentions that after the battle of Plataea 
Perdikkas defeated the retreating Persian army and as a result he has been granted 
with the Athenian citizenship reference to Demosthenes. The second text of 
Demosthenes (?) refers that Athens granted Perdikkas with ἀτέλεια. We can assume 
that the mention of Perdikkas is totally wrong and the above mentioned references 
of Demosthenes must be related with Alexander.166 The possibility of a Macedonian 
attack against the retreating Persian army cannot be documented. Moreover it is 
clearly mentioned by Herodotus that Alexander was proxenos and euergetes of 
Athens already before the battle of Plataea and that was one the reasons that the 
Macedonian King has been sent as an envoy to Athens by Mardonius.167 
All the above mentioned interpretations try to offer a plausible answer to the 
question when and for what reason Alexander I has been granted as proxenos and 
euergetes of Athens. Each theory that has been presented has its “weak points” and 
several objections can be raised against it. Regarding the time of the granting, we 
think that there is no important reason to reject Herodotus’ mention and as a result 
it could be possibly dated before the battle of Plataea. Concerning the reason of the 
granting, it seems that there is no at least for the moment a totally convincing 
answer and therefore the question “Why Athens granted proxeny and euergesia to 
Alexander?” still remains open for further discussion.    
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5. Macedonia after the Persian retreat 
 
The defeat of the Persians in the battleship of Salamis and mainly the victory 
of the allied Greeks over the Army of the Great King in the battle of Plataea was the 
definitive reason –at least for that moment– for the collapse of the Persian plans 
concerning the conquest of Greece. At first, Xerxes after the battleship of Salamis 
and later Artabazus after the battle of Plataea and the death of Mardonius, returned 
to Asia leading a part of or the whole defeated Persian army. Both crossed Thessaly, 
Macedonia and Thrace in order to reach Asia Minor. 
The years after the Persian defeat, the allied Greek forces conducted naval 
and land war operations all over the Hellenic world against the Persians. At the same 
time under the pretext of confronting the danger of a possible Persian counterattack 
the rivalries among the Greek cities-states have been increased, while the Athenian 
imperialism also started to be obvious.168 
The role and the participation of the Macedonian king in the developments 
during the period that succeeded the Persian defeat still remains an object of 
research.  The ancient sources are almost silent and puzzling, and sometimes also 
contradictory and conflicting. As a result, the enterprise to scrutinize the activities of 
the Macedonians and the political, economic and international situation of 
Macedonia after the battle of Plataea is really difficult to be defined. Several scholars 
offered various proposals both about internal and foreign policy of Alexander I from 
479 BC since 452 BC when he possibly died. Since the ancient sources are conflicting 
and offer piecemeal information the already expressed opinions about the 
Macedonian History of the period seems to be ambiguous and controversial.169 
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 After the battle of Plataea and the death of Mardonius, Artabazus was at the 
head of the Persian army. He engaged to lead the retreated Persian army in safety to 
Asia. According to Herodotus, the Persian Army crossed safely Thessaly, Macedonia 
and Thrace and arrived at Byzantium from where by ships reached Asia Minor. 
During the Persian march no one offered resistance except some Thracian tribes 
which are not named by Herodotus and is mentioned that they attacked the 
retreated Persians. Many Persian soldiers died during the hostilities between 
Persians and Thracians while many others died because of the hardships, the lack of 
supplies, the exhaustion and the hunger.170 It is very important to be referred that 
no conflict between Macedonian and Persian army is clearly mentioned in the 
Herodotean text but also it is not even insinuated. Even if Herodotus does not 
mention something relevant to a Macedonian attack, many scholars expressed the 
opinion that Alexander I with the Macedonian army defeated the retreated Persian 
army.171 The above mentioned argument is based not on Herodotus but on other 
sources, such as the orator Demosthenes and Aristodemus. Demosthenes mentions 
that the Macedonian king, who is wrongly referred to as Perdikkas, with the 
Macedonian army attacked and completely destroyed the retreated Persian army 
and contributed to the complete discomfiture of the Great King.172 The same event is 
also described by the late historiographer Aristodemus, who as it seems didn’t use 
Demosthenes as a source, since he names correctly Alexander as the Macedonian 
king of that period.173 Another source attributed also to Demosthenes, the Philipp’s 
Letter,  mentions that Macedonia was the first state that attacked and occupied the 
Persian settlement of “Nine-Ways” the afterwards site of Amphipolis and that 
Alexander dedicated a gold statue at Delphi for that reason, made by plunders taken 
from the Persians. The text also mentions Persian captives. 174 
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Despite the fact that Herodotus does not mention anything about a 
Macedonian attack to the retreated Persian army, some scholars accepted that 
statement mainly based on Demosthenes references. The silence of the Herodotean 
text raises doubts about the possibility of a conflict between Persians and 
Macedonians. Herodotus is very well informed about the activities of Alexander I.  
Moreover it can be assumed that in the frame of pro-Macedonian attitude of 
Herodotus a so crucial and important event that could raise the prestige of 
Alexander all over the Greek world it would be mentioned and emphasized by the 
ancient historian. 175 
Furthermore taking into consideration the historical and the political grounds 
of that period a Macedonian attack over the Persian army is still dubious.  The 
Macedonian army as it is mentioned by Herodotus also participated in the battle of 
Plataea against the allied Greek forces and possibly after the battle retreated 
together with the Persians. Even if it is assumed that Alexander reached faster at 
Macedonia than Persians, it seems that there was not enough time for the 
Macedonians to prepare and organize an attack against the Persians.176 It must be 
also stressed that according to Herodotus when Artabazus reached Thessaly, 
Thessalians did not know yet anything about the events at Plataea and the outcome 
of the battle.177 In addition a Macedonian attack against the retreating Persian army 
would be too risky for Alexander I and his kingdom. The political and the military 
circumstances at that moment were not stable but very changeable, while the 
Persian intentions related to Greece and to the Balkan Peninsula in general were still 
unknown and unpredictable. It must be also stressed that the neighboring area of 
Thrace was still under Persian occupation and additionally there was still the Persian 
garrison at Eion. As a result a hostile Macedonian attitude towards Great King’s army 
would have caused a general Persian counterattack with unpredictable, important 
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and negative consequences for Macedonia.178 The attitude of Alexander as a whole 
and his double play during the war indicates dedication to the interest of his state 
and at the same time a total submission to the will of the Great king. Alexander 
endowed with perspicacity, opportunism and was a great diplomat. It seems that 
there is not an important evidence to suggest that Alexander’s attitude changed 
dramatically after the battle of Plataea and led him to reconsider his policy by 
attacking the Persians, endangering at the same time his personal and his state’s 
interests.179 
According to a source that is attributed to Demosthenes -the Philipp’s Letter 
– Alexander conquered the Nine Ways and for that reason he dedicated a gold 
statue at Delphi celebrating on that way his victory over the Persians.180 The above 
mentioned statement is doubtful and cannot be confirmed. The eastwards 
enlargement of the Macedonian kingdom around the area of Strymon River is also 
controversial and still a matter o debate and it will be discussed on the next chapter. 
The capture of the Persian settlement of Nine Ways by the Macedonians seems to 
be dubious. When Herodotus describes the Athenian efforts to conquer and to 
colonize the Nine Ways and the area of Strymon he only mentions conflicts between 
the Athenian mission and the local tribes.181 There is no reference or  insinuation 
that could confirm the Macedonian occupation of the area or the presence of the 
Macedonian army near Nine Ways the years after the battle of Plataea. It is 
important to stressed that the historical credibility of the Philipp’s Letter is 
questionable at least related to the real events that followed the end of the Persian 
war since it is a later text which presents the Macedonian arguments and 
propaganda in connection with the Macedonian rights over the area of 
Amphipolis.182 The existence of the golden statue as a dedication of Alexander is 
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confirmed by Herodotus but is not connected neither to a Macedonian attack to the 
retreated Persian army nor to a Macedonian capture of the settlement of the Nine 
Ways. Solinus also mentions that Alexander dedicated a gold statue at Olympia 
without mentioning the statue of Delphi.183 There is no reason to assume that 
Alexander dedicated two statues. The ancient writers refer only one statue and it is 
possible that Solinus confused the two places and wrongly mention Olympia instead 
of Delphi.184 
Except the Macedonian activities in the east around Strymon basin which will 
be discussed in the next chapter Alexander expanded his kingdom westwards 
defeating local tribes or establishing diplomatic relations with other Macedonian 
tribes. Possibly after the Persian defeat Alexander defeated Eordi, expelled them and 
captured the area western of mount Vermio.185  Alexander also connected with 
western Macedonians who may be accepted a kind of vassalage but possibly they 
kept a kind of autonomy. Argeads possibly established relations also with Elimeia 
that lies southern of Eordaea. It is mentioned that Alexander I (he or his sister) used 
marriage in order to be connected with the local royal family of Elimeia.186 
Another interesting aspect regarding Alexander’s actions during and after the 
Campaign of Xerxes against Greece was his possible connection and his relation with 
the protagonist of the Greek resistance Themistocles. According to J. W. Cole,187 
common interests, same political goals, visions and possible time serving 
circumstances connected the two leaders with strong bonds already before the 
Xerxes’ campaign. After the Persian retreat and during the post-war period 
Themistocles and Alexander reinforced their relationship by political collaboration.     
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According to the scholar, the two men met each other at the celebration 
feast at Olympia during which Alexander proclaimed as a Greek by the Olympic 
committee and managed not only to participate in the games but also to win the 
race. Themistocles was there and had the opportunity in the frame of his future 
political career to create relation and friendship with an important noble of northern 
Greece and member of the Macedonian royal house. On the other hand a bond with 
an ambitious Athenian would be also in Alexander’s advantage as an important 
connection with southern Greece. According to Cole that event took place sometime 
before the Campaign of Darius against Greece possibly at 504 or 500 BC.188 
The next important step in the common course of the two leaders was the 
Athenian naval program that took place after 500 BC and before 480 BC. Macedonia 
was already famous as an important source of timber and could offer exceptional 
quality and great capacity of timber in order to cover the Athenian demands to 
construct their fleet. Alexander offered the necessary timber to Athens and as a 
result he proclaimed proxenos and euergetes of the city of Athens.  According to Cole 
Themistocles as protagonist and pioneer of the Athenian naval program was possibly 
responsible not only for the negotiations with Alexander but also for the granting of 
the honorific degrees to Alexander. The next events that connected the two men 
were Alexander’s advice at Tempe and also Alexander’s mission at Athens before the 
battle of Plataea as a Persian envoy when he had maybe the chance to meet up 
again with Themistocles.189 
According to Cole, the connection and the collaboration between the two 
men based on the above mentioned bonds continued also during the post-war 
period. Macedonia under the rule of Argeads had the opportunity to be enlarged 
and to secure the lands that had been occupied during the Persian presence at the 
area. Alexander conquered also the area of the Strymon with the important 
metalliferous sources. On the other hand the same area has been also claimed by 
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the Athenian imperialism and mainly during the post-war period by the policy of 
Cimon who was the main political competitor of Themistocles.  
The post-war political career of Themistocles was really soon. The reason for 
his political disappearance is not still clear but it seems that political strifes in Athens 
led to his exile from Athens at about 471 BC.190  Based on Pausanias who mentions 
that after the capture of Mycenae by the Argives a number of refugees from 
Mycenae resettled in Macedonia191 J. W. Cole assumed that Themistocles after his 
exile from Athens he reached Peloponnese and that he was involved in Anti Spartan 
activities and conspiracies and furthermore that he persuade Alexander to support 
the democratic faction in Argos.  According to the same scholar Themistocles and 
Alexander tried to create a third power in Greece that could compete Athens and 
Sparta.192 The absence of Themistocles from Athens, Cimon’s policy with 
imperialistic ambitions in Northern Greece had deteriorated the relations between 
Athens and Macedonia. As a result Alexander had enough reasons to support 
Themistocles visions. After the collapse of the plan of the two leaders for their 
common role in the Greek world Themistocles was undesirable everywhere in 
Greece and he decided to flight to Asia. The role of Alexander in this event is still 
unknown but Cole claims that possibly the two men met each other in the 
Macedonian capital before the departure of Themistocles from Pydna to Asia.193 
Despite the fact that the assumptions above cannot be confirmed and still 
remain ambiguous, it seems that Alexander and Themistocles possibly had a kind of 
relationship and connection. Macedonia under the rule of Alexander and after the 
Persian retreat was a strong and stable kingdom. Alexander managed to enlarged his 
borders both westwards and eastwards ( the Macedonian expansion eastwards will 
be discussed in the next chapter) and to create the strongest force in the northern 
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Aegean and also developed a kind of court life. Moreover, the Macedonian kingdom 
became wealthy not only through the commercial activities such as timber but also 
through the exploitation of important metalliferous sources as the coinage evidence 
indicates. Macedonia as a state in the periphery of Greek world did not follow 
exactly the social and political evolution of the southern Greek cities but Alexander 
was the pioneer of the connection of his Kingdom with the rest of the Greek world.        
 
 
6. The conquest of Bisaltia and the Macedonian eastern boundaries. 
 
The land of the Macedonian kingdom during the reign of Alexander I and 
after the Persian retreat is still a matter of debate among the scholars. Many 
scholars based on ancient sources tried to shed light on Alexander’s activities and to 
determine the accurate land of his kingdom and mainly its eastern boundaries. 
Despite the fact that the ancient sources are almost silent and puzzling and 
sometimes also contradictory and conflicting we will try to offer a convincing answer 
concerning the conquest of Bisaltia and the Macedonian eastern boundaries taking 
into consideration literary, historical and archaeological evidence.  
Bisaltia was a very important and among the most powerful Kingdoms of the 
area of the lower Strymon.194 It was located western of Strymon River, eastern of the 
neighboring area of Crestonia, along the mount Kerdylion and Dysoron.195 Bisaltia 
have never been submitted by the Persians. According to Herodotus at 480 BC 
Bisaltae who also controlled the area of Crestonia refused to participate in the 
Persian campaign against Greece.196  Possibly the period from 480 BC till the 
Macedonian conquest was the most powerful and wealthy for the kingdom of 
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Bisaltia.  During the 5th century BC the Bisaltae have been conquered by the 
Macedonians and have been incorporated into the Macedonian kingdom.197 The 
exact time of the conquest of the Bisaltae by the Macedonians is still ambiguous and 
controversial.   
Many scholars argue that the eastern expansion of the Macedonian Kingdom 
and the incorporation of Bisaltia into it took place soon after the Persian 
withdrawal.198 Hammond claims that Alexander I exploited the vacuum potestatis 
that has been caused in the area as a result of the Persian withdrawal. He also 
maintains that the Macedonians conquered Edonians and Bisaltae immediately after 
the Persian departure before these tribes had the opportunity to be organized and 
to be prepared to resist. As a result, Alexander I managed to control the rich 
metalliferous sources of the area, the mines near Kilkis, the gold of Echedoros river, 
the rich mine at Theodoraki and the gold mine of Nigrita and he concludes that 
Macedonia had for the first time the necessary means to issue coinage.199   He also 
places the Macedonian capture of the settlement of Nine Ways in 477 BC and he 
believes that Alexander had enough wealth then to celebrate his success by 
dedicating two gold statues at Olympia and at Delphi.200 Hatzopoulos and 
Loukopoulou suggest the Macedonians immediately conquered Mygdonia and Lower 
Paeonia and after Anthemous, Crestonia and Bisaltia.201 
On the other hand, some scholars place the eastern expansion of the 
Macedonian Kingdom and the incorporation of Bisaltia into it not immediately after 
the Persian withdrawal but much later at about 460 BC.202 The arguments of the last 
statement are strong and based on archaeological and coinage evidence. The results 
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of the study of the well known Bisaltaean Decadrachm Hoard can shed light on the 
date of the annexation of Bisaltia and on the Macedonian expansion to the east. The 
Bisaltaean coinage should be dated from 480 BC to 460 BC.203 Moreover the coinage 
that is attributed to Alexander I dated at 465-460 BC.204 The Bisaltaean coinage 
possibly implies that the Kingdom of Bisaltia reached the peak of its power during 
the period between 480-ca.460 BC,205 while the interruption of the produce of local 
coins indicates that the annexation of the Bisaltae to Macedonia should be dated at 
ca. 460 BC.206 The similarities between the coins that are attributed to Alexander I 
(465-460 BC) and the Bisaltaean coinage implies the new status quo of the region 
and the transition to the Macedonian control of Bisaltia.207 The above mentioned 
statement could be also reinforced by Herodotus. When the ancient historian refers 
the mission of the seven Persian envoys to the king Amyntas, he also describes not 
only the course which they followed in order to reach Macedonia but also the region 
in general. Concerning the region he mentions the lake Prasias and the mount 
Dysoron and continues stressing that later -ὕστεροντούτων- Alexander drew a daily 
revenue of a talent of silver from that region.208 It could be suggested that by the 
phrase  ὕστεροντούτωνHerodotus means that the area of Dysoron was under 
Macedonian control after the end of the war against Persians and not after the 
mission of the seven Persian envoys.209 As a result we believe that as literary and 
archaeological evidence indicate the annexation of regions eastern of Axios river 
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such as Mygdonia, Crestonia and Bisaltia to the Macedonian kingdom should be 
dated at ca. 460 BC.210 
Another interesting issue that is at the same time ambiguous and 
controversial is the determination of the eastern boundaries of the Macedonian 
kingdom during Alexander’s I reign. The expansion of the Macedonian domination 
over the areas that are located eastern of Strymon and the time that this possible 
expansion took place are still matters of debate. A very important fact that is 
strongly connected with the above mentioned Macedonian expansion is the capture 
of Nine Ways by the Macedonian king. 
As we proved in the previous chapter there were no conflicts between 
Macedonians and the retreating Persian army. On the other hand, Hammond claims 
that at 477 BC, when it was clear that a Persian counterattack was impossible,   
Alexander attacked the Persians and captured the Nine Ways. He also argues that 
Alexander dedicated a gold statue at Delphi to celebrate that victory.211 Hammond’s 
argument is based on the source Philipp’s Letter that is wrongly attributed to 
Demosthenes. Another source that mentions the Macedonian capture of the Nine 
Ways is also The Letter of Speusippus to Philip II. The occupation of the Nine Ways by 
the Macedonians immediately after the retreat of the main part of the Persian army 
cannot be confirmed and cannot be accepted for several reasons. First of all the 
Herodotean text is silent and there is no reference concerning the Macedonian 
capture of the Nine Ways. It is only mentioned that Alexander dedicated a gold 
statue at Delphi but this is not connected neither with a Macedonian victory over the 
retreated Persian army nor with the occupation of the Nine ways.  
Taking into consideration the fact that Herodotus is very well inform 
concerning Alexander’s activities and furthermore his pro-Macedonian attitude it 
could be assumed that if the Macedonians had captured the Nine Ways Herodotus 
would have mentioned so crucial an event. On the so called Philipp’s Letter Philip 
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argues in order to advocate his rights over Amphipolis that have been disputed by 
the Athenians. He also claims that Macedonia has more rights over the area than 
Athens since Alexander I was the liberator of the area and the first ruler after the 
Persian deportation by the Macedonians. Philipp’s Letter and The Letter of 
Speusippus to Philip II are both subsequent and additionally are both based on 
Macedonian propaganda of their time and as a result their historical accuracy is 
dubious.212 
Furthermore, taking into consideration the historical and the political 
grounds of that period a Macedonian expansion eastern of Strymon and an attack on 
the Nine Ways immediately after the Persian withdrawal seems to have been 
impossible. 
The Athenians had already expressed their interest of the area of the lower 
Strymon basin in the frame of their anti-Persian and imperialistic policy. At 476 BC 
Athens expelled the Persians and conquered the base of Eion.213 At the same time 
Thassos was also interested in the area and mainly in the Bisaltaean mines as 
archaeological evidence indicates.214 Moreover, other tribes whose attitude was not 
friendly towards Macedonians were settled in  the area. Edones were a very 
powerful tribe of the area. At 465/4 they managed to exterminate the Athenians 
colonists at Draviscus.215 Pierians and Almopians who had been expelled from their 
homeland by the Macedonians were resettled at the lands eastern of Strymon.216 
According to Herodotus, the Pierians were a strong tribe that even for the Persians it 
was difficult to defeat them.217 Additionally there were also local independent 
Thracian tribes that possibly had attacked the Persians during their retreat as is 
mentioned by Herodotus. 
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As a result it is difficult to assume that Alexander managed to defeat all the 
above mentioned forces that were interested in or had settled in the area and to 
conquer the lands eastern of Strymon. Even if we suggest that they did not resist  the 
Macedonian expansion it is also difficult to accept that Alexander expanded his 
kingdom and managed to keep control of the area eastern of Strymon that was full 
of competitors and enemies.  
We firmly believe that a Macedonian expansion eastern of Strymon after the 
Persian withdrawal was impossible. It has to be stressed that after the retreat of the 
main part of the Persian army there were Persians garrisons at Eion and at Doriscus. 
After the conquest of Eion by the Athenians and the expulsion of the Persian 
garrison it still would have been too difficult for Alexander to manage to compete 
with all forces and tribes that were active in the area and to establish the necessary 
steadiness in the region eastern of Strymon so that it was possible for the 
Macedonians to exploit the mines and to gain a daily revenue of a talent of silver.218 
According to Xydopoulos, the Macedonians believed themselves to be 
apparent heirs to the Persians over the North Aegean. As a result, they could claim 
that they had rights all over the former Persian possessions. In the frame of that 
ideology maybe the Macedonians tried to expand their Kingdom eastern of Strymon. 
Perhaps their efforts were unsuccessful or they had short term results. If Alexander 
managed to expand his kingdom eastern of Strymon even for a short period of time 
it could be suggested that the ancient sources and mainly Herodotus would have 
mentioned it.219 
A period of time that was ideal for Alexander I to conquer lands eastern of 
Strymon was after 465/464 BC. Thassos has been defeated by the Athenians, while 
Athens failed to colonize the Nine Ways because at Draviscus the Athenians had 
been exterminated by Edones. It was supposed that Alexander’s attitude towards 
Athens was hostile because of Athenian activities in the area of Strymon. The 
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hostility between Athens and Macedonia is based on Plutarch who mentioned that 
Cimon after the defeat of the Thassians did not attack Macedonia because he has 
been bribed by Alexander.220 Moreover some scholars believed that Alexander 
supported Edones and other local Thracian tribes to defeat the Athenian colonists.221  
According to this point of view Alexander was then free to capture Nine Ways since 
all the obstacles had been removed, Athens and Thassos had been defeated and the 
local Thracians were allied with the Macedonians since the last supported them to 
face the Athenians. 
The above mentioned opinion is not acceptable for several reasons. First of 
all, Plutarch is a subsequent source and as a result the reference about the bribery of 
Cimon by Alexander is ambiguous.222 Possibly the accusation against Cimon exudes 
the propaganda of the Anti-Cimonian political part at Athens.223 Moreover the fact 
that Cimon did not attack  the Macedonians possibly indicates the Athenian or his 
will to keep relations with Alexander and not to deteriorate them. It has to be 
stressed that the Macedonian timber was still necessary for the Athenian fleet and 
that Alexander was still proxenos and euergetes of the city.224 The assumption that 
Alexander supported the Thracian tribes to defeat the Athenians cannot be 
confirmed. Moreover Eion was an Athenian base and Athens could use it as a base of 
operations for its interests related to the Strymon basin. In addition if we accept the 
above mentioned opinion then we will have to accept the identification of mount 
Dysoron with Menoikion225 that we believe that is wrong. According to Herodotus 
the Persians did not manage to subjugate the area of Pangaion and the tribes that 
settled there. It is very difficult to assume that Alexander to manage what the 
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Persian failed to do. Moreover it would be extremely difficult for the Macedonians 
not only to conquer the area around Pangaion but also to exploit the mines there. 
Furthermore the reference of Herodotus that after mount Dysoron Macedonia can 
be reached easily does not suit with the location of mount Menoikion which is east 
of Strymon and north of mount Pangaion and the Angites river. As a result the 
approach from Menoikion to Macedonia is far from easy. If someone wants to reach 
Macedonia from Menoikion he has to firstly cross Strymon and then the mountain of 
Kerdylion. As a result, we believe that mount Dysoron should be identified with 
mount Flamouri which is located west of Strymon.226 
To sum up, we believe and we proved based on archaeological and literary 
evidence that Alexander did not occupy Bisaltia immediately after the Persian 
withdrawal but at ca. 460 BC. Moreover we think that the eastern boundaries of 
Macedonia during Alexander’s I reign was the Strymon river. The assumption of a 
Macedonian expansion east of Strymon is based on subsequent sources and is a later 
invention based on Macedonian propaganda that aimed to support the rights of 
Macedonia over the areas east of Strymon. Furthermore, taking into consideration 
the political, military and financial circumstances and the competitions among the 
states and the tribes as well during that period we think that Macedonia was not 
able to conquer and to control areas so deep in the Thracian inland. The 
identification of the ancient mount Dysoron that is mentioned in the sources with 
the mount Flamouri fits satisfactorily with the descriptions of Herodotus and with 
the historical circumstances of that period. Alexander had already occupied the 
neighboring area of Bisaltia and he had managed to expand his kingdom until the 
Strymon river and to control this area. The area east of Axios was settled by mixed 
population consisting of Greeks and local tribes. This lack of homogeneity of the local 
population was possibly an obstacle for the total control of the area by the 
Macedonians. The similarities between Alexander’s coinage after 465 BC and the 
Bisaltaean indicate probably the trial and the will of Alexander to control and to 
assimilate the local tribes that have been incorporated into his kingdom. 
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Conclusions 
 
Herodotus is among the most important sources for the history of the ancient 
Greek world and the main source concerning the history of the early Macedonian 
kingdom. In the frame of his history Herodotus gives mostly piecemeal but very 
interesting and important information that can shed light upon the activities of the 
Macedonian kings, the participation and the role of Macedonia during the war with 
the Persian Empire, the relations of the Macedonians with the Persians, the 
neighboring tribes and the rest of the Greek world. Possibly he visited Macedonia as 
it could be indicated by his work itself and by the reference of the Lexicon of Suda. 
The exact date of his arrival in Macedonia is not clear but it should be dated possibly 
during the last years of the reign of Alexander or in the beginning of Perdikkas II 
reign. There Herodotus had the chance to be informed about the Macedonian court 
tradition and the Macedonian version of Alexander’s activities. The Macedonian or 
the Athenian pro-Macedonian sources (Alexander was proxenus and euergetes of 
the city of Athens already during the times of Herodotus) is difficult to be identified. 
Herodotus history concerning Macedonia and Alexander I’s activities based on works 
of earlier authors such as that of Hecataeus, on local verbal testimonies that he 
recorded during his stay in Macedonia and on evidence as a result of his own 
research. Possibly some Herodotean references should be characterized as 
inaccurate or tales. The murder of the seven Persian envoys by the young Alexander, 
the participation of Alexander in the Olympic Games and the Argive origin of the 
Macedonian-Temenid Royal house are possibly Macedonian inventions. The above 
mentioned tales has been invented and propagated by the Macedonian Royal house 
as an effort to bridge the gap between the Southern and the Northern Greeks. On 
the other hand we firmly believe that a total rejection of the Herodotean history 
concerning Alexander I’s activities is false and that there is indeed a sperm of truth 
related to Alexander’s attitude. If Herodotus had tried to enhance the image and the 
prestige of Alexander I by mentioning completely false elements and by forging the 
history, this would have been rejected by the majority of the people and we may say 
58 
 
that it would have been considered unbelievable. Every effort to idealize Alexander 
himself and his actions would be impossible, since the events that Herodotus 
presented were very important for the Greek world. Moreover, how could be 
interpreted Alexander’s dedication of a gold statue at Delphi that stood next to the 
statue that the Greeks dedicated to celebrate their victory over the Persians? 
Furthermore despite the clear pro-Macedonian attitude of Herodotus, the ancient 
historian is also critical of Alexander since it is stressed that his Greekness was not an 
obstacle to his medism.   
Despite the fact that the relations between Macedonia and Persia and the 
status quo of the Macedonian kingdom during the Persian occupation still remain 
ambiguous and controversial, some interesting and important conclusions could be 
drawn based on historical and archaeological evidence.  The Macedonian king 
Amyntas offered “earth and water” to the Persian Great King while Amyntas 
daughter Gygaea married with the Persian noble Bubares. As Xydopoulos suggests 
Macedonia possibly was “under a loose client status in Amyntas reign”. The 
servitude of Macedonia offered not only dynastic stability but also the Persian 
military protection of the Macedonian king and as a result there was not any reason 
for a Macedonian uprising against the Great King. The phrase of Herodotus that 
Macedonia was enslaved by Mardonius possibly indicates a more intense Persian 
military presence in the area than before. Moreover Amyntas is mentioned as 
hyparchos, a man ruling over the Macedonians possibly on behalf of the Great king 
and acting as hyparchos he offered Anthemous to Hippias. 
The reference of Herodotus that Mardonius subjected Macedonia by his 
infantry possibly indicates that the status of Macedonia was different after 
Mardonius’ mission than it was before after Megabazus’ campaign. It seems possible 
that after the campaign of Mardonius and during Alexander I’s reign, Macedonia has 
been added to the Persian administrative system and was in power of the Great 
King. However it is not clear whether Macedonia has been a satrapy or was part of 
another. Despite the ambiguous administrative status, it is obvious that Macedonia 
was a completely depended state. Its ruler had to pay tribute to Persia and 
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Macedonian army had to support Persian forces. Moreover, it is not clear if there 
were Persian garrisons at the Macedonian cities. The fact that Alexander I retained 
his position as local ruler after the submission of Macedonia implies that possibly 
there was not a serious disturbance between the two sides.  
Archaeological evidence confirms not only the Persian existence in 
Macedonia during the late 6th and the begging of the 5th century BC but also 
indicates a Macedonian economic development that can be connected with the 
Persian existence in the area. Moreover the coinage also implies the Persian 
influence since Persian elements can be found on Macedonian coins that circulated 
during Persian occupation.   
During the invasion of Xerxes in Greece Alexander and the Macedonian army 
followed the Persian forces. Alexander is presented during some crucial moments of 
the war to support the allied Greek forces. At first at Tempe he advised the Greeks to 
retreat since there was the possibility to be surrounded by the Persian army. Later 
he saved some cities in Boeotia and he had been sent as a Persian envoy for alliance 
by Mardonius to the Athenians. According to the Herodotean text, on the eve of the 
crucial battle of Plataea during the night Alexander left on horseback the Persian 
camp, reached the Greek one asking for an audience with the Athenian generals. 
Before the generals he claimed that he is also a Greek and that he is concerned 
about the future of Greece and he does not want Greece to be enslaved. Moreover 
he informed Greeks that Mardonius will attack them the next morning. 
After the Persian defeat and their withdrawal from Greece, Macedonia was a 
strong and stable kingdom. Despite the fact that some scholars believe that 
Alexander attacked the retreating Persian army and immediately after the Persian 
withdrawal occupied territories even east of Strymon it seems that these 
assumptions cannot be confirmed. A Macedonian attack against the retreating 
Persian army would be too risky for Alexander I and his kingdom. The political and 
the military circumstances at that moment were not stabile but very changeable, 
while the Persian intentions related to Greece and to the Balkan Peninsula in general 
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were still unknown and unpredictable. It must be also stressed that the neighboring 
area of Thrace was still under Persian occupation and additionally there was still the 
Persian garrison at Eion. As a result a hostile Macedonian attitude towards Great 
King’s army would have caused a general Persian counterattack with unpredictable, 
important and negative consequences for Macedonia and consequently we firmly 
believe that never happened. Moreover an expansion of the Macedonian borders 
towards Strymon or eastern of Strymon immediately after the Persian withdrawal 
seems to be implausible. 
The incorporation of Bisaltia into the Macedonian kingdom should not be 
dated immediately after the Persian withdrawal but much later at about 460 BC as 
archaeological and coinage evidence indicates. The results of the study of the well 
known Bisaltaean Decadrachm Hoard can shed light on the date of the annexation of 
Bisaltia and on the Macedonian expansion to the east. The Bisaltaean coinage should 
be dated from 480 BC to 460 BC. Moreover the coinage that is attributed to 
Alexander I dated at 465-460 BC. The Bisaltaean coinage possibly implies that the 
Kingdom of Bisaltia reached the peak of its power during the period between 480-
ca.460 BC, while the interruption of the produce of local coins indicates that the 
annexation of the Bisaltae to Macedonia should be dated at ca. 460 BC. The 
similarities between the coins that are attributed to Alexander I (465-460 BC) and 
the Bisaltaean coinage implies the new status quo of the region and the transition to 
the Macedonian control of Bisaltia. The above mentioned statement could be also 
reinforced by Herodotus. When the ancient historian refers to the mission of the 
seven Persian envoys to the king Amyntas, he also describes not only the course 
which they followed in order to reach Macedonia but also the region in general. 
Concerning the region he mentions the lake Prasias and the mount Dysoron and 
continues stressing that later -ὕστεροντούτων- Alexander drew a daily revenue of a 
talent of silver from that region. It could be suggested that by the phrase  
ὕστεροντούτωνHerodotus means that the area of Dysoron was under Macedonian 
control after the end of the war against Persians and not after the mission of the 
seven Persian envoys. As a result we believe that as literary and archaeological 
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evidence indicate the annexation of regions eastern of Axios river such as Mygdonia, 
Crestonia and Bisaltia to the Macedonian kingdom should be dated at ca. 460 BC. 
Concerning the Macedonian expansion eastern of Strymon it seems that 
never happened since the historical circumstances were prohibitive. According to 
Xydopoulos, the Macedonians maybe believed themselves to be apparent heirs to 
the Persians over the North Aegean. As a result, they could claim that they had rights 
all over the former Persian possessions. In the frame of that ideology maybe the 
Macedonians tried to expand their Kingdom eastern of Strymon. Perhaps their 
efforts were unsuccessful or they had short term results. If Alexander managed to 
expand his kingdom eastern of Strymon even for a short period of time it could be 
suggested that the ancient sources and mainly Herodotus would have mentioned it. 
Alexander was a very interesting personality and a charismatic king dedicated 
to his own and to Macedonia’s interest. During his reign the Macedonian kingdom 
became wealthy not only through the commercial activities such as timber but also 
through the exploitation of important metalliferous sources. Alexander managed to 
enlarge his borders both westwards and eastwards and to create the strongest force 
in the northern Aegean and also developed a kind of court life. Alexander was also 
endowed with perspicacity, opportunism and was a great diplomat. He was vassal of 
the Great King and at the same time he supported the allied Greek forces in many 
ways. As a result he had managed to secure the “victory” for him and his kingdom 
regardless the outcome of the war. It is not easy to understand Alexander’s attitude 
and to shed light on the real incentives that led him to act as Herodotus mentions. 
Possibly enough it was not only his philhellenic feelings but his actions were actuated 
by his own and his state’s interests.  The attitude of Alexander as a whole and his 
double play during the war indicates dedication to the interest of his state and at the 
same time a total submission to the will of the Great king. His later characterization 
as “Philhellene” possibly indicates his positive image within the Greek world.  
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